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1. INTRODUCTION
Like all public organisations, Renfrewshire Council has had to deal with ever
increasing financial pressures exacerbated by the national and global
economic climate. Renfrewshire Council has had to address the deficit in their
budget by rationalising, adjusting, cancelling some existing services and
target the available finance to frontline/essential services. The Education and
Leisure Service (ELS) therefore, in an effort to reduce their annual
expenditure, proposed to adjust their policy on home to school transportation.
The proposed adjustment to the Council’s Home to School Transport Policy
was announced in Renfrewshire Council’s 2010/11 budget. The altered policy
was timetabled to be introduced at the beginning of the 2010/11 academic
year.
1.1 Previous Policy
Under Renfrewshire Council’s previous Home to School Transport Policy,
pupils were eligible for home to school transportation on the following
grounds;
•

A primary school pupil lives more than one mile away from his or her
local primary school by the shortest safe walking route;

•

A secondary school pupil lives more than two miles away from his or
her local secondary school by the shortest safe walking route;

•

Has been recommended on health grounds by a designated medical
officer;

•

Has been assessed to attend a school to meet the requirements of his
or her additional support needs. (These assessments involve
psychological services, who also recommend appropriate transport
arrangements).

•

Has to walk a route which, after seeking advice, is considered by
Education and Leisure Services to be unsafe for children when
accompanied by a responsible adult.

The Council provided home to school transportation at no cost to the pupil,
parent or carer. The form of transportation provided by the Council varied
depending on circumstances and could include any of the following;
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•

A dedicated school contract bus;

•

Bus-pass on a local service bus (either a commercial or subsidised
local service also carrying members of the public). This bus pass would
only be provided to secondary pupils;

•

Train pass on a public train service. This train pass will only be
provided to secondary pupils;

•

Taxi or private hire car or minibus; or

•

The Council's own school transport vehicles.

In most cases home to school transportation was supplied using dedicated
school contract bus services. The cost of home to school transportation was
paid for by the Council.
1.2 Proposed Policy
It was proposed that the qualifying distance for a secondary school pupil
would be altered. Therefore the eligibility criteria for home to school
transportation would be altered to the following;
•

A primary school pupil lives more than one mile away from his or her
local primary school by the shortest safe walking route – no change;

•

A secondary school pupil lives more than three miles away from his or
her local secondary school by the shortest safe walking route – an
increase of 1 mile;

•

Has been recommended on health grounds by a designated medical
officer – no change;

•

Has been assessed to attend a school to meet the requirements of his
or her additional support needs. (These assessments involve
psychological services, who also recommend appropriate transport
arrangements.) – no change

•

Has to walk a route which, after seeking advice, is considered by
Education and Leisure Services to be unsafe for children when
accompanied by a responsible adult – no change.

The Council’s policy on the choice of transportation mode for those pupils who
qualify for home to school transportation would remain the same.
The impact of the altered Home to School Transport Policy would result in
over 1000 pupils no longer qualifying for council funded transportation.
However the Council stated that they would not remove any home to school
transportation provision unless a safe walking route could be identified.
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1. 3 Legislative Requirements
Under Section 42 of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 (1980 Act), a duty is
placed on all Scottish education authorities, including Renfrewshire Council, to
make arrangements under section either 50 or 51 for any pupils who live
outwith the walking distance of their nearest school. The walking distance is
defined for a pupil over eight years old as three miles. For pupils under eight
years old the walking distance is defined as two miles. Section 51 of the 1980
Act requires the education authority to make appropriate provision to provide
access to education for pupils. In accordance with this section of the 1980 Act,
the education authority may facilitate transport between home and school with
one or more of the following methods;
•

Provide, without charge, for the whole or part of the journey between
the pupils home and the schools or other educational establishments
which they are attending;

•

Provide bicycles or other suitable means of transport available to the
pupils, or to their parents for the use of the pupils, upon such terms and
conditions as may be arranged, or for paying money allowances;

•

Pay for the whole or any part of a pupil’s reasonable travelling
expenses as the authority deems appropriate.

Section 50 of the 1980 Act also makes provision for a number of exceptional
circumstances and special conditions under which the authority may also
provide transport.
The Council’s proposed policy change will still satisfy the statutory obligations
placed upon them by the 1980 Act.
2. BACKGROUND AND SCRUTINY
2.1 Process of Policy Review
In 2009 ELS reported to the Council administration that they proposed, as part
of their 2010/11 spending plans, to alter their Home to School Transport
Policy. After committee approval, the spending plans were agreed by full
council on January 18th 2010. The proposal indicated savings of £274,000 in
2010 and £411,000 in 2011.
After the Council agreed to change their Home to School Transportation
Policy an assessment had to be carried out to identify safe walking routes to
school. The Council would not to remove any home to school transport service
unless a suitable safe walking route could be identified. Therefore the ELS
commissioned the Transportation Section of the Planning and Transport
Department (PT) to undertake assessments of proposed walking routes in
terms of road safety. These assessments were required to be completed by
31st of March 2010.
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ELS began a process of communication with parents of pupils’ potentially
affected by the policy change, parent councils and the wider public. The
Council issued a press release and letters to parents affected outlining the
policy change.
After completion of the walking route assessments, letters were issued to
parents of pupils affected by the policy change containing details of how an
appeal against the removal of home to school transportation could be made.
The results of the walking routes assessments were published on the
Renfrewshire Council website.
At the same time as the walking route assessments were carried out, senior
council officers, including the director of ELS, attended a number of parent /
parent council meetings. Primarily council officers attended each meeting to
address parent concerns and answer questions regarding the policy change.
However, PT officers attended to advise parents on the process being
employed to assess walking routes, in terms of road safety. In addition
throughout the process, council officers answered letter, email and telephone
enquiries about the policy alteration.
For pupils where a safe walking route had been identified by the 31st of March
2010 home to school transportation would be removed on August 17th 2010,
the beginning of the 2010/11 academic year. For pupils where no safe walking
route could be identified home to school transportation would remain in place.
2.2 Consultation
Throughout the process of implementing the altered Home to School
Transport Policy, the Council engaged with stakeholders via various forums.
The Council, after announcing the policy change, investigated alternative
transportation options. In particular the Council opened up negotiations with
Strathclyde Partnership for Transport and services bus providers in
Renfrewshire to discuss introducing/increasing service provision to replace
the removed Council funded home to school transportation services. A
number of routes and services had increased provision as a result of these
discussions.
If parents or parent councils wished to fund their own home to school
transportation service the Council offered to assist on an advisory basis. The
Council would not assist in financing however they would assist and advise
parents/parent council on how to set up a self funded service. This would
include advice on tendering for services, drawing up contracts and
management.
3. POLITICISATION OF POLICY ALTERATION
3.1 Political Scrutiny
The decision to alter the Council’s Home to School Transportation Policy was
a very emotive subject and came under intense political scrutiny. Reflecting
the mood of many parents, pupils and parent council members, many local
politicians became vocal in their opposition to the policy change. Political
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opposition to the decision resulted in ten local councillors’ requesting a
Special Council Meeting of the full council, which was held March 8th 2010.
This meeting was set up for the purposes of considering a motion
“....regarding the decision of the Council to move school transport for
secondary school to statutory distance, the Council should review its decision
at the earliest opportunity”. However an amendment to the motion was tabled
that the Council noted the concerns regarding the policy stating that:-

1. Letters have been issued to parents of pupils affected by Home to
School Transport policies, including details of the safe walking route
assessments.
2. Education (ELS) is working with Planning and Transport collating and
discussing specific safety issues and concerns identified. Planning and
Transport are identifying safety improvements to address concerns.
3. Meetings with representatives from SPT are taking place to discuss
alternative service bus provision.
4. By the end of March 2010 an address by address analysis will have
been completed. Letters will be issued to all parents of pupils affected,
including details of appeal procedure.
A vote on the motion and amendment was carried out and the amendment
succeeded and the motion failed.
In addition to the local councillor scrutiny of the policy change, some local
Members of the Scottish Parliament (MSP) and the Westminster Parliament
(MP) were also vocal in their opposition to the policy change. They
accompanied parents on protest marches protested outside the Council
headquarters and one local MSP set up an online petition seeking the Council
to review its policy change. Politicians were often quoted in the local written
media expressing their concerns, reasoning or opposition to the decision.
3.2 External Opposition and Scrutiny
It was inevitable that this policy alteration would court controversy and be
subject to intense external scrutiny. In addition, the implementation of the
policy change was closely observed by local elected officials and the local
printed media. Public opposition to the proposals resulted in a number of
public demonstrations, after the policy change was announced in January
2010. The public demonstrations and protests were carried out across the
council area.
3.2.1 Public Protest and Demonstrations
On February 9th 2010 the St Benedict’s High School parent council organised
a protest march where parents and pupils affected by the policy change
walked from home to school. The aim of this protest was to highlight safety
concerns of walking to the school and in general show opposition to the
Council policy change. The protesters were joined by a Scottish Labour Party
MP.
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At Gryffe High School in Houston a large number of parents, in demonstration
to the Council’s policy, drove their children to school. The purpose behind this
demonstration was to highlight the potential traffic problems which would
occur if the home to school transportation provision was removed. On the day
of the protest, with exception of greater traffic volumes within the vicinity of the
school, the local road network had sufficient capacity to satisfy the traffic
levels.
On February 19th 2010 a public protest took place outside the Council
headquarters in Paisley. The protesters aim was to highlight their opposition to
the Council decision and encourage it to be reversed. On the same date as
the Special Council Meeting, as discussed above, a similar protest took place.
The public attended this special meeting in high numbers, filling out the public
gallery. When the motion failed emotions ran high and two members of the
public were ejected for shouting abuse at councillors.
As discussed above, senior council officers attended a number of meetings
organised by the parent councils of schools affected by the policy change.
These meetings held whilst the walking routes were being assessed, regular
public protests and regular newspaper articles were being published about the
policy change. This was an emotional time for many who were involved in the
policy change or those affected by it. The parent council meetings were an
ideal forum for the public to demonstrate their unhappiness direct to senior
council representatives. Therefore at a number of these meetings the mood
and attitude of the audience towards the chief council officers in attendance at
times was threatening and aggressive. The threatening atmosphere at one
meeting in particular, was so acute that a police escort was called to ensure
public order was maintained and council representatives could safely exit the
meeting.
4. WALKING ROUTE ASSESSMENTS
The Walking Route Assessment Project began in January 2009 and continued
for approximately two months. After completion, the results of the assessment
were published online.
4.1 Assessment Team
In liaison with ELS the Walking Route Assessment Project was managed and
controlled by an internal PT project team. A Principal Engineer of over 30
years experience managed the project and liaised with key stakeholders on
project progress, methodology and issues. The coordination of the
assessment team was provided by a supervisory transportation officer of 30
year’s experience. The core assessment team consisted of two PT officers
and two long term seconded members of staff from term consultants Atkins.
4.2 Identifying Walking Routes
ELS identified a series of walking routes using the Council’s own
Geographical Information System (GIS). Each route identified was considered
to be an appropriate link between nearby residential areas with the school
gate. ELS then supplied PT with the developed routes to be assessed. An
example of a walking route supplied to PT is contained within Figure 4.2.1.
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Figure 4.2.1 A Walking Route plan for Rashielea Primary School supplied by
ELS to PT
4.3 Routes
In total, seven secondary schools have been affected by the proposed home
to school transport policy change, these are;
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Castlehead High School, Paisley;
Gleniffer High School, Paisley
Gryffe Secondary School, Houston;
Johnstone High School, Johnstone;
Paisley Grammar School, Paisley;
St. Andrew’s Academy, Paisley; and
St Benedict’s High School.

In addition, some pupils at St Benedict’s High School qualified for home to
school transportation on the basis that a safe walking route could not be
identified. Pupils who attended the school, which is located in Linwood, and
lived in the nearby town of Johnstone, had to cross two roundabout junctions
at the Barrochan Interchange. The lack of pedestrian crossing facilities across
the Barrochan Interchange made this an unsafe walking route to school.
However as part of a recent supermarket development the Barrochan
Interchange was signalised with pedestrian facilities included. Following the
installation of these new pedestrian facilities the obstacle which had prevented
the establishment of safe walking route between Johnstone and the school
was removed. Therefore these pupils would no longer receive home to school
transportation.
Similarly some pupils who attended Rashielea Primary School in Erskine
received home to school transport. This was because; there was not an
© PTRC and Contributors 2011

	
  

identified safe walking route to school. There were a number of safety
obstacles which prevented safe walking to school being established. Including
the parapets of a bridge, which pupils would have to cross, was in a poor
condition of repair and deemed unsafe. All the issues which had prevented a
safe walking route being established
The general locations of these schools are shown in Figure 4.3.1 and Table
4.3.1.

Figure 4.3.1 Location Plan of Renfrewshire and locations of affected schools,
read in conjunction with Table 4.3.1
School

Location Number

Castlehead High School

1

Gleniffer High School

2

Gryffe High School

3

Johnstone High School

4

Paisley Grammar School
Rashielea Primary School

5
6

St Andrews Academy

7

St Benedict’s High School

8

Table 4.3.1 Name of Schools against the location number shown in Figure
4.3.1
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4.4 Methodology and Safe Walking Ro ute Assessment Guidelines
To ensure that each route was assessed to a consistent and appropriate
standard, each route was assessed in accordance with the guidance provided
by the West of Scotland Safety Forum (WSSF). These guidelines effectively
defined the assessment methodology.
The guidance closely defines the scope of the safe walking route assessment
and states “Personal security issues are not addressed by this assessment”
and the guidance assumes “the parent or carer has arranged for the child to
be accompanied as necessary by a responsible person”. It has been assumed
that any pupil using a school walking route is responsible and has sufficient
road sense to walk safely.
4.4.1 Footway Assessment
The guidance stipulates that each route surveyed had to be walked in both
directions to ensure all deficiencies and issues from both home to school and
school to home perspectives were recorded and rectified. The routes had to
be walked and assessed at a time when school pupils would be expected to
walk. This is to ensure that the conditions the assessments were carried out in
replicated the conditions school pupils would experience.
During the assessment the assessor was required to:•

Note any hazards that were identified which presented a safety risk,
such as tripping hazards, overgrown vegetation forcing pedestrians to
walk on the road;

•

Note any length of footway which is not continuous, unless the gap is
20 metres or less, the guidance states that “where a footway is
provided it should be continuous”;

•

Assess whether areas where pupils/pedestrians are expected to
congregate, such as bus pick up points, are of adequate size to safely
accommodate the required number of pedestrians;

•

Where a route is situated along roads that have neither a footway nor a
verge consideration an assessment had to be made on its safety.
Consideration had to be given to the width of the carriageway, traffic
speed and composition and to both pedestrian and driver visibility; and

•

Note the street lighting provision along the length of the route.

4.4.2 Road Cros sing Assessment
The walking routes developed by ELS where practical utilised existing
pedestrian crossing facilities i.e. refuge islands, signalised pedestrian
crossings, traffic signals etc. However this was not always possible, “where no
crossing facility existed a suitable location should be identified and an
assessment of the risk generated by crossing the road should be made”.
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“Where a crossing manoeuvre was required, the assessor should measure
the gap time in traffic to ensure pedestrians have frequent and sufficient time
gaps to cross the carriageway”. The assessment should be carried out at a
time when pupils would be expected to use it. “The assessment procedure is
detailed below”.
The calculation used to determine the time required for a child pedestrian to
cross a road safely is;

Crossing time (seconds) = Thinking time + Carriageway width / Walking speed
This is based on 1 second thinking time and a walking speed of 0.9 metres per
second
e.g. 1+ (7.3 / 0.9) = 9.11 seconds
The assessor measured the width of the road at the location where a pupil will
cross and then with a stopwatch measure recorded each the length gap time
in the traffic during a five minute period. The gap time is the time measured
between vehicles passing the crossing location in either direction. After
completing the five minute assessment if four recorded gap times, each
greater than the required crossing time, are observed then the crossing point
is deemed safe. On low trafficked then the crossing was deemed safe as the
amount of available crossing time is far greater than required.
At crossing locations where visibility is limited a measure of visibility was
taken. The assessor used a stopwatch to measure the time between a vehicle
coming into view and it reaching the crossing location. For a crossing to be
deemed acceptable, in terms of visibility, the recorded time had to exceed the
time required for pedestrians to cross the road.
Due to time and resource constraints engineering judgement was exercised
when deciding to carry out a road crossing assessment. An assessment would
only be carried out if a road was considered by the assessor busy enough to
justify a road crossing assessment.
4.4.3 Traffic Counts
The WSSF guidance states that “there is no need to classify vehicles as
pedestrians do not consider vehicle classification when determining whether
to cross or not”.
4.4.4 Reporting
A report was written by the assessor after every walking route assessment
which detailed his/her findings. The report was checked by the supervisory
transport officer who had coordinated the walking route assessment project.
The report included;
•

The name of the assessor

•

The date and time of the assessment;

•

A detailed description of the route walked/assessed;
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•

Details of street lighting provision;

•

Information regarding whether the entire route was on adopted land;

•

Documentation of any issues observed, such as, trip hazards and
suitability of crossing points;

•

Details of any alterations to the route identified by ELS including an
explanation why the route had changed;

•

Recommendations on mitigating the issues affecting the safety of the
route; and

The report also included a statement either classifying the route as safe, safe
only if mitigation implemented or unsafe. A route was deemed unsafe if it did
not satisfy the WSSF guidance and no ameliorative measures could be
identified. Should a route be deemed unsafe and no alternative route identified
home to school transportation would be provided i.e. status quo.
The reports were published on the Council’s external website allowing
potential appellants to review the recommendations made by the assessors
and the assessment process. It was important that the report was clear,
concise, accurate, unbiased and easy to understand. The name of the
assessor was published on the report allowing accountability and
transparency.
5. ASSESSMENT RESULTS
5.1 General Overview
Generally most routes assessed only required minor works to be carried out to
ensure that each route could be classified as safe. These minor works
included cutting back vegetation to maximise footway widths, removing
damaged sign posts and repairing street lighting. However a few routes did
require significant footway improvements, such as, the removal of tripping
hazards and resurfacing. In addition some routes required the introduction of
School Crossing Patrols and signal improvements. Therefore providing the
necessary corrective works were carried out the assessor deemed most of
their route safes. Despite this, the assessors suggested alternative walking
routes to those identified by ELS. This was usually to avoid safety issues,
improve sightlines or make use of crossing facilities which may not have been
identified prior to the assessment getting carried out.
Two routes assessed failed the walking route assessment, these were;
•

Lawmarnock Crescent, Bridge of Weir – The walking route from
Lawmarnoch Crescent, required pupils to walk along Lawmarnoch Road
and onto Prieston Road where it would intersect with another walking
route. This route was deemed unsafe because of no footway provision
along Lawmarnoch Road and at less than six metres wide it was deemed
unsafe for pupils to walk along the side of the carriageway. Home to
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school transportation remains in place for pupils who live in Lawmarnoch
Crescent.
•

Brookfield - a village located approximately one mile due east of St
Benedict’s High School. Pupils walking between the school and Brookfield
would have had to cross two approach arms of the Deafhillock
Roundabout. Due to high traffic volumes these crossings failed their road
crossing assessments. Although engineering solutions were discussed it
was considered too expensive and would have had a detrimental effect of
the operation of the junction. Therefore it was concluded that school
transportation should remain in place for pupils who travelled from
Brookfield to St Benedict’s High School.

6. AMELIORATIVE MEASURES
The walking route assessments highlighted safety defects which had to be
addressed if the route was to be deemed safe. The defects identified varied in
type, form and size however the most common where footway defects and
crossing point issues. Therefore the Council investigated the identified
hazards/defects and implemented ameliorative measures to resolve them.
Table 6.1 documents the types of hazards/defects identified and the total
value of ameliorative measures implemented by the Council.
Type of Works

Cost

Repair of Vertical Elements
(guardrails, sign posts and lighting columns)

£1,700

Signalised Pedestrian Crossing Repairs

£500

Re-Surfacing

£16,200

Footway Improvements

£7,000

Removal of Overgrown Vegetation

£6,400

Tripping Hazard Removal

£2,600

Street Lighting Repairs

£900

School Crossing Patrol*

£30,000

Other

£1,100

Total

£66,400

Table 6.1 Approximate Costs of Ameliorative Measures

*Three School Crossing Patrols at an annual cost of £10000, £20000 is estimated for two
temporary School Crossing Patrols which will be removed once a successful consultation
process regarding the two new pelican crossings specified in Table 6.2
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Type of Works

Cost

New Pelican Crossing

£32500

Installation of Central Refuge Island
£3000
Table 6.2 Planned works after consultation process is completed
The new pelican crossing in Table 6.2, at the time of this paper being
authored, was installed and waiting electrical connection. The central island
which needed installed is located on an access to a petrol garage forecourt.
Consultation with the garage owner regarding installation of the central island
is ongoing, during this time a School Crossing Patrol is facilitating safe
crossing of this access.
6.1 Footway Improvements
The assessors, when appraising the safety and suitability of footways, referred
to the Councils “Policy for Road Safety Inspections”. This policy defines the
conditions that footway infrastructure is deemed unsafe and requires
corrective measures. This Council policy reflects the guidance, the “Well
Maintained Highways - Code of Practice for Highway Maintenance
Management”, which was authored by Atkins for the Department for Transport
in 2005. Examples of the levels that defects are deemed unsafe are shown in
Table 6.1.2.
Item
Footways

Defect
Ironwork (such as
service covers,
drainage etc)

Intervention Level
Missing or broken leaving a
hole greater than 50*50mm

Slabs

Broken slabs leaving a hole
greater than 50*50mm
Unfilled gaps between slabs
greater than 20mm

Vegetation

Surface

Trip greater than 20mm

Trees

Dead trees or limbs of trees
overhanging the road

Hedges and Bushes Overgrown Vegetation

Obstructing pedestrians and
forcing them to walk on the
road

Obstruction of visibility at
junctions
Table 6.1.2 Examples of intervention levels for footway maintenance, as set in
Renfrewshire Council’s policy.
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Most of the footways along the routes provided by ELS footways were in a
good condition of repair and little improvement was required. In more rural
locations, such as Bridge of Weir, many footways were not adopted and in a
relative poor state of repair. One of the most common defects was a reduction
in footway width created by overgrown hedges or trees. The Council are
required to ensure the safety of a walking route was not compromised by
overgrown vegetation. Therefore the Council invoked their powers under
Section 14 of the Road (Scotland) Act 1984 which permitted the Council “at
their own expense carry out any repair which they consider necessary in
relation to a private road after giving such notice as is reasonable in the
circumstances”. The Council notified the landowner by letter of the work prior
to it being carried out.
Another common safety defect was the presence of tripping hazards on
walking routes. The Councils “Policy for Road Safety Inspections” identified
that a tripping hazard was any protrusion from the footway surface which was
two centimetres or greater, as shown in Table 6.1.2. Most of the routes utilised
adopted footways, as a result most of these deficiencies were quickly
addressed by the Council road maintenance department. Where a footway
needed repair and was not adopted the Council invoked, their powers under
Section 14 of the Road (Scotland) Act 1984. This allowed the Council to
cover/remove the tripping hazards. Figure 6.1.2 shows typical examples of
observed tripping hazards.

Figure 6.1.2 Examples of observed tripping hazards
One of the most expensive ameliorative measures was the resurfacing of a
footway located on walking routes to St Benedict’s High School. At an
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approximate cost of £10000 a seven hundred metre length of footway was
completely resurfaced. This footway was in a poor condition of repair and
often suffered from standing water.
6.2 Crossing Points
During the walking route assessment for a walking route linking a residential
area in Bridge of Weir to Gryffe High School, a proposed crossing point failed
its road crossing assessment. It failed on the grounds that there was
insufficient visibility to observe oncoming traffic. The crossing point, on
Clevans Road, Bridge of Weir, had insufficient visibility due to the presence of
overgrown garden hedges and a garden wall. Therefore a scheme was
developed to re-align the footways either side of the carriageway to improve
sightlines. In addition all the overgrown vegetation which contributed to the
reduction in sightlines was cut back to property lines. These alterations
enabled the walking route to be deemed safe.
A number of walking routes to Rashielea Primary School in Erskine require
pupils to cross Newshot Drive, a busy traffic distributor road in the town. A
safe crossing point on the road was provided by the installation of a Pelican
crossing. At a cost of approximately £30,000 this is the most expensive
ameliorative measure to be delivered as part of the walking assessment
project.
St Andrews Academy is located adjacent to a main arterial route into Paisley
Town Centre. To assist pedestrians crossing this busy dual carriageway, a
staggered pelican crossing was located next to the school many years ago.
However the Council considered, with the potential increase in school pupils
crossing the road, it was necessary to upgrade the pelican with puffin
technology. With its use of sensors the puffin will automatically adjust the
amount of green time depending on the volumes of pedestrians crossing the
road. This will ensure that at times when large volumes of pupils are using the
crossing facility that they have a suitable amount of time to cross safely.
7. SCRUTINY OF ASSESSMENT PROCESS
Prior to the safe walking route assessment process, local councillors
requested that they accompany the assessor in the course of his/her duties.
This idea was rejected by senior council officers on the basis that the assessor
had to carry out their assessment without any undue pressure and biased
views possibly clouding their judgement. The councillors were offered the
opportunity to walk the lengths of the assessed routes accompanied by senior
council officers. This offer was taken up by some councillors.
The route assessment work was a very publically visible project which
enabled the public access to Renfrewshire Council representatives. This
resulted in all assessors regularly being approached by either interested or
concerned members of the public. There was no threat felt by the assessors
and it was a good opportunity to explain to the public the process and show
that the assessment work was being carried out in a diligent manner.

© PTRC and Contributors 2011

	
  

7.1 Parental/Carer Appeals
Parents or carers of pupils could appeal against the decisions to remove
school transportation. An appeal could only be made on two grounds, which
were:•

“The application of the council’s policy, but not on the policy; and

•

The classification of a route as safe for the purpose, in terms of Section
51 of the Education (Scotland) Act 1980 and the guidelines on
Assessing Walking Routes to and from School.”

Parents, after publication of the walking route assessment reports, could
appeal on the grounds that the assessment was not correctly carried out
against the Council WSSF guidelines.
The appeals were reviewed and considered by council officers of managerial
grade who neither worked for ELS or PT. These reviewing managers, at no
point had any previous involvement in the policy change or the assessment of
walking routes.
A common concern raised by appellants was that a number of crossings had
not formally assessed prior to being deemed safe. These crossings had not
been formally assessed as engineering judgement was used and the road
was considered to be low trafficked therefore a road crossing assessment was
not required. No crossing point that was deemed safe in the original
assessment was deemed unsafe after a road crossing assessment was
carried out.
8. POST IMPLEMENTATION
8.1 Monitoring
Should the nature of any road change such as the construction of large
amount of traffic generators nearby then the effected crossing points will be
reassessed to ensure they are still safe. In addition, the Council will
investigate any road safety concerns expressed by residents, parents,
teachers and local members.
The Council will continue to maintain the footway and road network through a
regular inspections regime.
8.2 Incidents
As the policy change was implemented in August 2010 there has not been
enough time to suitably appraise the affects of these changes. However there
have been no reported road traffic accidents since implementation.
Unfortunately one incident has been reported by Arriva Buses that school
pupils are spilling onto the live carriageway at a bus stop serving school. The
issue concerning this bus stop was not detected during the assessment as it
was not located on any assessed walking route. Hindsight tells us that this
should have been assessed despite its location due to the inevitable increase
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in patronage to that bus stop. The Council since the complaint has extended
the lengths of pedestrian guardrails at the bus stop to prevent pupils from
spilling onto the bus lay-by.
9. PROJECT APPRAISAL
9.1 Safety Guidance Appraisal
The efficient, consistent, accurate and a satisfactory review of the safe
walking route assessment project depended on the ease of use and the
adequacy of the Councils adopted safety guidance. The general consensus of
the assessment team was that the guidance did satisfactorily address any
issue which was observed on-street. There was no report of concern from the
assessors regarding its methodology or the process for its implementation. In
terms of parental appeals, concern centred on the Council’s use and
implementation of the guidance rather any concern regard the guidance itself.
9.2 Accident Data
One notable absence from the safety guidance is a requirement to review
existing accident data as part of the route assessment process. The reason for
this is that a road traffic accident is considered a random multi-factor event
and it may not indicate or have any bearing on the layout of the transportation
infrastructure. It should be noted however that the Council in the course of
their duties constantly review accident data. The Council will explore and
implement measures to correct safety issues or defects.
10. ONGOING SCHOOL TRAVEL SUPPORT
In addition to the improvement works implemented as a direct result of the
school route assessment project, Renfrewshire Council exercises its duty to
maintain, facilitate and improve the ability to travel to school on a continuous
basis. Several works and projects have been carried out to ensure that
pedestrians can walk to school safely.
10.1 Control of Traffic Speed around Schools
One of the most notable projects carried out by the Council recently was the
introduction of intermediate (flashing) twenty mile per hour speed limit signs
outside a number of schools in Renfrewshire. Including four schools which
were affected by the Home to School Transport Policy alteration, these were;
•
•
•
•

St Benedict’s High School;
Gleniffer High School;
St Andrews Academy; and
Gryffe High School.

The Council has in addition, at Castlehead High School, installed an advisory
‘twenty’s’ plenty’ zones located on the main road adjacent to the school. At
Johnstone High School and Paisley Grammar School the Council installed
within the vicinity of the schools “SLOW DOWN” electronic signs. A number of
other schools in the council area have maximum speed restrictions and traffic
calm measures in place in the surrounding area.
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10.2 Road Safety and Travel Planning
Despite budgetary pressures the Council within its Planning and
Transportation Service retains a road safety provision. The existing road
safety staff are involved in educating, publicising and organising road safety
events. In addition, existing road safety staff actively participate in local and
national road safety organisations and forums. Staff that carry out road safety
duties have the opportunity to attend any pertinent national safety conferences
or training courses to ensure they are suitably informed to best implement
road safety schemes within Renfrewshire.
Due to concerns regarding congestion and available crossing visibility for
pupils around schools, the Council has made Traffic Regulation Orders to
enable enforcement of yellow keep clear markings at school entrances. The
Council, now a decriminalised parking authority, will target parking attendant
resources at schools where there is regular abuse of keep clears.
The Council continues in its efforts to mitigate against the congestion around
school through supporting the development and implementation school travel
plans. Through a partnership with the majority of local schools the Council aim
to encourage more people to walk, cycle or use public transport to get to
school. The long term benefit of this is greater safety for pupils around
schools, better health and reduced air and noise pollution.
11. CONCL USION
This paper was intented to document the rationale and the implementation
process involved in the policy alteration to the Council’s Home to School
Transport Policy. This paper provided a commentry on the experiences gained
by the authors and others who had participated in the project and details the
processes employed.
In conclusion Renfrewshire Council implemented its altered Home to School
Transport Policy on August 17th 2010. All staff involved in the implementation
of this policy whether it was those engaging with the public or those assessing
the routes worked professionally and diligently to deliver this controversial
policy alteration. The assessment process was carried out in an unbiased
manner by experienced personnel.
From an engineering and transport planning point of view delievering the
walking route assessments did not pose much difficulty. Although it was
recognised during the walking route assessment process that resourcing was
critical to its success. The time required just to walk the routes is significant
and with the constraint of assessing at times pupils would be expected to walk
the route. In addition crossing route assessments could take a number of days
to complete due to the narrow period of time they could be carried out. It is
likely any authority reducing home to school transportation provision would
incur similar issues.
A local authority investigating a similar course of action should consider the
political and public reaction. The resources required to manage this,
particularly at senior management levels, was significant.
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